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There are many factors that go together to make a good
Bible translation. The combination of accuracy and clarity
is one of the most important and if this is done with a fine
literary style, the excellency of the translation will be assured.
But more basic to the task of translation itself is the selection
of the original text for translation. Translation only begins
after the text has been selected.
While the selection of a text does not affect the total quality
of a translation, since the area of differences in the text is
comparatively small, its usefulness can be limited if the text
is poor. A serious disadvantage of the Authorized Version is
not only its archaic language but also the quality of its text.
Catholic Versions including that of Ronald Knox even with
his excellent English have suffered from the handicap of a
text which is a translation from the original. However, there
are several Catholic versions which are based on the original
Greek and, if we interpret the signs of the times rightly, all
Catholic versions will hereafter be translations from the
original languages. Moffatt was right up-to-date when he used
von Soden's text but unfortunately that text had no enduring
value because of weaknesses in von Soden's method. This
miscalculation, however, does not seem to have affected the
acceptance of Moffatt's version. More serious is the decision
Even when he is quite sure that his Vulgate text is wrong, he
doggedly follows it as in Acts 17 : 6 , where a bad copyist had written
zcrbem instead of orbem. "So I have rendered, 'who turn the state
upside down'; that is how the thing stands in every Vulgate in the
world nowadays, and it is no part of the translator's busine~sto alter,
on however good grounds, his original." R. Knox, Trials of a Tramlator (New York, 1g4g), p. 2.
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by G.Verkuyl to incorporate into the Berkeley Version many of
the secondary interpolations of the Textus Receptus.
Some evaluation of the text of the New English Bible has
been made on the basis of the English text but now that the
Greek text has been published the nature and quality of its
text can be more precisely assessed. These two elements can
be best seen when compared with the text of previous translations. Thesecomparisons aremade on the basis of the footnotes
in the versions compared and the differences that arose on the
basis of a collation of the Greek text of the NEB with the Greek
text of the RV as published by Souter. Since there are no
Greek texts for the AV and RSV, their readings based on the
English translation were checked where the Greek texts of
RV and NEB differed. What is important for our purposes
are those variants which would be seen even in translation so
that it would be possible to determine in such cases the reading
of the Versions where no Greek text is available. There are
a
21

In M t they are found in 5 : 2 2 ; 6 : 13; 15 : 14; 17 :21; 1 8 : 11;
: 44; 23 : 14; 24 : 36; and 26 : 20. These are usually enclosed in

parentheses but none is found around the words included in
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: 44.

Mk 16 : 9-20; J n 7 : 53-8 : 11 (placed a t the traditional position),
Acts 8 : 37, and I J n 5 : 7, 8 are also included in the text with parentheses. Some of these are accompanied by explanatory notes but there
is no consistency.
In an explanation of his version in The Bible Translatov, I1 (April,
1951), 80-85, G. Verkuyl seeks to justify his procedure in retaining
these words, clauses and passages which were not found in the original
from which he translated. "If the only readers were new converts . . .
no great harm might be done; but to these accustomed to the KJV,
the gaps come with a shock, which to me seems happily avoidable.
Our Lord has a tender feeling toward 'these little ones,' and we do
well not to offend them."
Hereafter cited as NEB. The following abbreviations will also be
used: KJV for the King James Version of 1611, RV for the Revised
Version of 1881, RSV for the Revised Standard Version of I 946, N for
Nestle's Greek text, ABS for the American Bible Society Greek text
of 1966.
R. V. G. Tasker, ed., The Greek New Testament Beifig the Text
Translated in The New English Bible, 1961 (Oxford and Cambridge,
1964).
Alexander Souter, ed., Novum Testamentzcm Graece (Oxford, 1910).
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many variants in the Greek such as the presence and absence
of the article, the use of synonyms, differences in orthography,
and the order of words which do not usually show up in translation. In a translation these types of variants often disappear
and are in most cases as if they never existed. Our major
concern shall be a comparison of the text of the NEB with the
previous "authorized" versions at those places where dif ferences in translation result from differences in text.
The area of comparison shall be limited to the Gospel of
Mt. The reasons for this are its relatively large size and
its usefulness in indicating variants of harmonization. The
latter is seen especially in the first section compared.
I t would be expected that the text of the NEB would agree
more with that of the RSV, less with the RV, and still less
with the KJV. While this is true, the results were not as
uniform or predictable as one would have expected.
This first section came out as expected, for the type of
readings included are of poor quality and would be unanimously rejected today. There were twenty-nine such readings which
are found in the KJV but are dropped in the NEB in agreement
with the RV and RSV. Many of these are harmonizing
variants. Readings from the other Synoptic Gospels have been
interpolated into Mt. Of the KJV readings below N has
placed rg : 14; 21 : 44; and 26 : 20 in its text, the last two,
however, in brackets. ABS has 13 : 22 in single brackets and
21 : 44 in double brackets, the first indicating a dubious
reading while the latter a later insertion of "evident antiquity
and importance." The first reading is that of the R JV.
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I t is interesting to note that NEB translates TOV Aoyov in
15 : 6 as "law" instead of "word," i.e., if its Greek text is
correct a t this point (there is a Greek variant r o v vopov which
one would have expected to be its Greek base).
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There are twenty-one readings which are found in KJV and
RV which are dropped from both the RSV and NEB in favor
of another reading. The first reading is that of the former.
a u ~ o u omitted
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Of the KJV, RV readings N supports 5 : 39 ; 14 : 22 ; 14 : 27;
zo : 30; and 22 : zo, but the first three are in brackets, while
ABS supports 3 : 7, 16; 5 : 39; 9 : 14; 14 : 22, 27; 20 : 30;
22 : 10, 20, 21. Of these 3 : 16;5 : 39; 14 : 27; and 20 : 30
are in brackets and, therefore, of dubious validity, 14 : 27
having a D rating and 20 : 30 a C rating. The others which
have ratings are 14 : 22, C, and 22 : 10, B. On the other hand
while N and ABS support the reading of NEB in rg : 22,
they place the reading in brackets.
The non-bracketed readings in N and ABS which support
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the KJV, RV readings need to be examined. I t is very difficult
to follow ABS in its addition of awou in 3 : 7. There is every
reason to expect such an addition which is also a characteristic
of the Koine and Western readings. In g : 14 we would expect
harmonization to take place with Lk 5 : 33 and this is what
has happened. Some manuscripts add nuxva as in Luke but
many manuscripts have made the harmonization with the
more common YCOMU.I t would be difficult to explain its
omission if original. The ABS reading at 14 : 22 is also questionable since the inclusion of ~ u 0 e is
o ~easily accountable as
harmonization with Mk 6 : 45 while its omission would be
more difficult to explain. The N reading in 20 : 30 likewise is
an easier reading and the fluctuation of its position would
add to its suspicion of being a later insertion. The ABS reading
yapos in 22 : 10is easily accounted for. Five times previously
it was used in the parable and it would be natural for a scribe
to change vupcpov to yapog here. At 22 : 20 we have the only
reading which has unquestioned support by both N and ABS.
The textual evidence is also in their favor. Is it not expected
that scribes would tend to add o Iqaov< in such situations?
Even for the sake of harmonization it is difficult to see why
the omission of o Iqaovs would be made. In 22 : 2 1 the a u ~ o
was probably added in Mt to harmonize with Mk, or independently, simply to complete the verb h~youo~v.
Thus the NEB
readings generally appear to stand the test of close
scrutiny.
There are thirty-nine readings where the KJV, RV, and RSV
agree against the NEB. Nothing reveals so much concerning
the nature and quality of the text of the NEB as its readings
in this section. Its differences from the KVJ and the RV are
not significant, especially when it agrees with the RSV text,
but when it differs also with the latter they are quite significant. The RV agreements with the KJV can easily be explained as reluctance on the part of the translators of the
former to embrace so quickly the results of the work of Westcott and Hort. But this cannot be said when the three earlier
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versions agree. Why then does the NEB text deviate from
all three earlier versions ?
The revisers of the RV were guided in their decisions mainly
by "the authority of documentary evidence," or external
evidence, while the RSV translators, Frederick Grant
informs us, were guided by the eclectic principle in the selection of its text. Actually the results are frequently the same.
The NEB translators follow the same principle as the RSV by
considering "variant readings on their merits, and, having
weighed the evidence for themselves, select for translation in
each passage the reading which to the best of their judgment
seemed most likely to represent what the author wrote."
In weighing the internal evidence against the external evidence
more often than not the RSV translators seem to have placed
more weight on the latter, while the NEB translators have
placed more value on the former.
Because of the importance of this section in evaluating the
text of the NEB it is necessary to discuss these variants individually and to cite their manuscript evidence. A few of
these are discussed in the "Appendix" of the NEB. In such
cases, an asterisk before the verse will indicate this. In each
case, the first reading represents the reading of the three
versions and the second, the reading of NEB.
I : 4,

5 Xahpov all evidence
Xorhpcc no evidence

The NEB reading (the Hebrew form of the name) is not
even indicated in Tischendorf, Nestle, or Legg. I t is a surprising reading and it would be interesting to discover
"The Revisers' Preface to the New Testament," of the RV, p. viii.
F. C. Grant, "The Greek Text of the New Testament," p. 41, in
An Introduction to the Revised Standard Version of the New Testament
prepared by Members of the Revision Committee (nap., 1946).
8 The "Introduction" of NEB, p. vii.
The manuscript evidence is given in abbreviated form almost
entirely from S. C. E. Legg, Novum Testamenturn G~aece,Evungelzum
Secundum Matthaeum (Oxford, 1940).
7
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how this reading found its way into the text of the NEB.
N and ABS agree with the first reading.
I : 18

Iqaou Xprmou Pl Uncs. pler. Minus, pler.
Copga.bo Arm Aeth Geo Irpt
Xptmou 71 latt Syc.0 Irpt

Syp.h.pal

The textual evidence lies heavy on the side of the first
reading. Legg lists one minuscule supporting the second reading, but dl other witnesses are versions and one patristic
writer, Irenaeus, who is divided. Besides these two readings
there are Xp~a.rouIqaou of B and Iqaou of W. These have very
little textual support. In favor of the first reading is the fact
that it is the same as that found in I :I, which seems to be a
parallel construction. The expression is found nowhere else in
Mt without doubt. The only other place it is found is in
16 : 21, where several variants exist. The NEB translators no
doubt reasoned that it would be easier to change Xprarou to
Iqoou X p ~ m o uthan vice versa. They may have felt also that
it was harmonized to I : I, although one can speak of harmonization to I : 17 as well. All in all, X p t ~ m uis the harder
reading and is perhaps original. N chooses the first reading as
well as ABS and the latter rates it as a C reading.

The textual support again for the first reading is overwhelming in its favor while it is very poor for the NEB
reading. The tendency might be to omit o avqp, although it
could not have been very strong. At any rate it would be very
unwise in this case to follow the reading of a version unsupported by any Greek manuscripts. N and ABS both follow
the first reading.
3 : 16

HcCDKLPW A fam I, 13. 28 33 565 700 892
Byz d f 1 VgC1 Sy c.m.h*(pal)Arm Aeth Geo
omitted after mprmpav N*B a b c f f l gl h aur
VgwW Copbo Ir Hi1 Aug

xat
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ClearIy the first reading is the easier reading here. It is
awkward with two participles coming together and therefore
the tendency would be to insert the xat. It is hard to see why
anyone would omit it. ABS follows the first reading and N the
second.
5 : 11

+ E U ~ O ~ V O NBCKWAOII
G
0196 fam I, 13. 28 33 565
Byz aur f f f l 1 q Vg Sp.P.".a"l Copsa-bo Arm Aeth
Diat Chry Aug Cyr Ps-Chry
omitted D b c d h gl k Syg Lucif Hi1 Tert Or Aug

The first reading looks very much like an explanatory gloss
to point out that the reproach and calumny were unjustified.
There may also have been a tendency to harmonize with
Lk 6 : 22. On the other hand, the omission can be explained
as an attempt to remove a redundancy, especially since it is
supported predominantly by translations. Nevertheless, it is
difficult to see how anyone would omit + E U ~ O ~ E V O ifL it were
originally present since it does make explicit the unjustified
nature of these reproaches.
N and ABS support the first reading ; the latter, however,
gives it a C rating.
5 : 45

OTG

rell.
(exc. d k) Vg SyOmn Eus Cyp Hi1 Cass

o~ it

The second reading is supported by the Latin and Syriac
versions and patristic citations. In such a case as we have
here it is easy to understand why the evidence falls this way.
The orb is the harder reading and would almost inevitably have
been changed to 05.
N and A B S also support the first reading.
6 : 15 ~a Xapax'twpaTa atmm ( I ) BKLWAOIT fam 13. 28
33 565 700 Byz (b) f q Syc.h.pa1 C o p e bo(pler.) Goth
Arm Aeth Geo Ps-Chry
omitted HD fam I. 892txt a c ffl gl h k I aur Vg
Syp Copbo(aliqJ Diat Eus Aug

I4O
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The omission can be accounted for as due to a desire to
remove the repetitious expression which is found in the previous verse as well as the latter part of the same verse. But it is
easier to explain the first reading as a harmonization with these
two places.
N supports the omission while ABS places these words in
the text with square brackets.
g : 27

MUTW Uncs. rell. Minus. pler. VSS rell.
omitted BD 892 d kvia

The interpolation of a m o can be explained as a stylistic
Y ~ ~ v at the same time
alteration because of ~ x o ~ o u ~ which
brought this verse into harmonization with Mk zo : 29. I t
would be difficult to explain the omission.
N supports the omission while ABS supports the first reading but includes it in square brackets.
*9 : 34

OL

6~ @ a p ~ a a c oehcyov.
~

EV

ro apXovrL r o v 8atpovtwv

e x @ h h e ~ 7a Gacpov~aNBCKLWXAOII

fam I, 13.

28 33 al. pl. Byz aur b c f ffl gl h 1 q Vg Syp.h.pal
Copsaqbo Goth Arm Aeth Geo
omitted D a d k Sys Diat Juv Hi1

The NEB translators lo consider the first reading as an
assimilation to 12 : 24 and its parallel Lk XI : 15. McNeile l1
gives the same reasons for rejecting this reading but adds
further that it was possibly added here "to form an antecedent
to x. zg." I t is also difficult t o find reasons for omitting this
verse, if it were original.
An interesting error ( ? ) l2 has been found in the NEB.
While its Greek text omits the entire verse, the English
translation has omitted only the words "But the Pharisees
Tasker, o#. cit., "Appendix: Notes on Variant Readings," p. 412.
A. H. McNeiIe, The Gospel According to St. Matthew (London,
1961),
p. 128.
l a If this is not an error, it is an unjustifiable tampering with the
text. All of verse 34 shouId be either omitted or kept. No manuscript
supports the NEB translation.
lo

l1
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said" resulting in the inclusion of the words, "He casts out
devils by the prince of devils," into the quotation closing
g : 33. Thus verses 33b and 34 read, "Filled with amazement
the onlookers said, 'Nothing like this has ever been seen in
Israel. He casts out devils by the prince of devils.' "
N and ABS support the first reading, while the latter
rates it as a C reading.
10 : 19 7 ~ 0 5 Y) rell.
omitted a b f f l k Sys-h Epiph Cyp Aug
The first reading can easily be regarded as a harmonization
to Lk 12 : 11, but if it were it would be difficult to account for
the fact that there is no Greek manuscript support for its
omission. Actually the harmonization goes the other way.
the scribes harmonized by
Since the word here is AccAqq~~
~ make it agree with TL
omitting x w r~) before TL h c c k q q ~to
E G X ~ T E Besides,
.
it is easy to see how a translation could easily
T E ,
gloss over the expression to TLsince the verb was A K ~ ~ ~ and
the same thing apparently happened in Lk 12 : 11, where the
word anohoyqqa6~caused the same expression x w g y m to
become xwc in D, the versions, and some patristic writers
where frequently the same free tendency is manifested as seen
in versions. The NEB reading is difficult to accept.
Both N and ABS support the first reading.
@ OC(DL)
U ~ W (X) Minus. pler. (a b d) f
10 : 25 B E E ~ ~ &(NB)
(gl h) 1 q (aur) Syh CopBa Aet h Arm GeoB Epiph
CYP
B E ~ Q ~ Oc U
g2Pm ffl Vg Sya-pAug
While there are orthographical variants for the first reading,
these are not important for our purposes, and will be disregarded. The external evidence for the latter is very poor. I t
has no Greek manuscript support whatsoever. The second
reading seems to be an assimilation to z Ki I : z , 3, 6 and
may be due in the Vulgate to Jerome's knowledge of Hebrew.
Its conclusion in the Syriac version can also be explained in the
same way. The NEB can hardly be right here.
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Both N and ABS follow the first reading.
11

: 15 uxowcv Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. VSS rell. Jus Or
Clem
omitted BD 700 d k SyS

The interpolation of the first reading is probably a harmonization with passages where the word was included, such
as Mk 4 : 9, 23 and Lk 8 : 8.
Both N and ABS follow the second reading, although the
latter gives it a C rating.
11

: 16

GSUVn2 565 700 al. pler. ffl 1 m aur Vg
Copsa Aeth Arm
ETCPOLS HBCDEFKLMNWA~II*
fam 13. 33 892
d g2 k Goth
ET~GPOL~

Syc.s.p.h

Because of itacism this variant in this context was bound
to arise. But which reading caused the other? Was the first
reading changed to the second to bring it more in line with
Lk's aMqhoiq or does Lk's aAAu)hoy show that the first
reading must have been E T ~ O L Swhich later became E T G X ~ O L C
through itacism? The second seems more likely, since at this
point both Mt and Lk seem to be following Q. The
manuscript evidence for the first is on the one hand late and
on the other hand versional.
Both N and ABS support the second reading.

See above under
I3 : I

10

: 25.

an0 n ) ~
ocxcac (NBO)CLWXAII Minusc.
q aur Vg (SycnP-h Copm-bo Or)

pler. c h 1

omitted D a b d e f fflJ gl k S y
Other variants read ex r q olxraS
~
and simply q~o ~ x t a ~ .
Though the manuscript evidence is poor, the first reading is
probably an explanatory gloss to connect the s[cMhv with the

143

TEXT OF THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE

previous pericope. The omission would be difficult to explain.
N and ABS support the first reading without the preposition.
13 : 11

Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. it (pler.) Vg S p m n
Cop88 Arm Geo
omitted K C Z 21 892 k Copbo Aeth Eus

awo1q

One can say that au7ocG was added to harmonize with Mk

4 : XI or that it was omitted to harmonize with Lk 8 : 10.
Actually it is easier to see an interpolation here than an omission. The tendency would definitely be to add and with this
kind of variant it is less likely that even for the sake of
harmonization an omission would be made.
N supports the second reading, while ABS has the first
reading but in square brackets in the text.
*13 : 35 8 ~ aUncs. pler. Minusc. pler. it Vg S p m n Cop8a.bo
Aeth (cdd) Arm
Haacou N*@ fam 13. 28 33 Aeth (cdd) Ps-Clem

+

NEB has chosen the second reading "on the assumption
that the maxim ardua lectio portior is here relevant, the following quotation being from Ps. 78.2." l3 I t is difficult to fault the
reasoning here. The textual evidence in this instance is just
what one would expect, h e a d y in favor of the reading which
removes the difficulty.
N and ABS favor the first reading, while the latter gives it
the rating of C.

14 : 16 Iqcrou~rell.
omitted N*D 517 659 d k SyC-s-PCop

sa.b*

Aeth

One can explain the omission as an attempt to harmonize
with Mk and Lk, but in verse 14 a similar addition took place
which did not harmonize. Actually it is difficult to explain
why anyone would omit Iqaoug if it were originally present in
the text, and this kind of interpolation is common.
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N favors the first reading but ABS places it in the text with
brackets.
~ o
*16 : zb, 3 ~ + a <ycvopm< AEYEZE- d h a , m p p a c ~yup
oupavoG * xat X ~ O Gqpspov X E L ~ O
X UV
~ Q, G C & L yap
o.ruyvei?&n o oupavo<. TO p ~ v xpoaoxov ~ o u
oupavou ytvwaxem Staxptvctv, Ta 8& o q m a
TOV
xazpwv ou 8uvaa0~; CDWO fam I pm.
Byz latt
omitted KBX fam 13. 1216 SyC.8 Copsa-bo
(aliq.) Arm Or

The NEB translators omitted this reading because they
considered it to be "probably a later insertion from a source
parallel to Lk. 12.54-56-" l4 I t would be unquestionably a case
of harmonization if the Matthaean passage was identical with
that of Lk, but this is not the case. That is why a source
parallel to Lk must be posited. But why would the scribes
resort to this source when Lk was near at hand? This is
difficult to answer.
The manuscript evidence is strong on the side of omission.
The argument for its omission is also strengthened by the fact
that there is no apparent reason why anyone would remove it
from the text if it were originally present. I t may be, however,
that harmonization took place here with Mk 12 : 38, 39;Mk
8 : 11-13; and Lk 11 : 29; Lk 12 : 54-56 not being in the mind
of the scribe at this point. But this is difficult to accept since
one would hardly expect an omission in Mt of such a long
passage for the sake of harmonization.
N and ABS place this reading in brackets, while the latter
gives it a C rating.

16 : 4 xat potxaA~reI1.
omitted D a d e

ffl-2

The NEB translators no doubt omitted because they regarded the addition as a harmonization with Mk 12 : 39, although
Ibid.
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it may have harmonized by omission to agree with Mk 8 : 12
and Lk 11 : 29. The first reading is probably not original since
the tendency in such cases would be to harmonize by conflation rather than omission.
N and ABS follow the first reading.

*18 : 15

Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. VSS rell. Cyp Hi1
Lucif Baspt Chrys
omitted B fam I Copsa.bo@liQ.)Or Baspt Cyr
EL< GE

The addition of the words EL< a e was considered by the NEB
translators as an early interpretation of the original text, and
so it seems. I t is difficult to see how anyone would omit these
words if they were original.
ABS has the first reading in brackets while N agrees with
NEB in the omission of the words.
18 : 26

x u p Uncs.
~

rell. Minusc. pler. ff2 g1 q aur Syp-h-psl
Copsa-bo Aet h
omitted BDO 700 a c d e f f l 1 Vg SyB-c Arm Geo
Lucif Or Chry

The x u p e was probably added for effect, There would be no
reason to omit if it were already present.
N and ABS agree with NEB in supporting the second
reading.

19 : 14

BAOO 078 Minusc. pler. a b c e fflJ q r1
Copsa Arm
+ cxu~ocsNCDLMN 892 1241 d f 1 h aur Vg
S p m n Copbo Aeth Geo

cmcv

There is every reason to expect the addition of the QUTOK,.
The verb Emev in this context would suggest it and the parallel
in Mk (10 : 14)contains it. I t may be that it was omitted to
remove the too frequent repetition of this pronoun since it was
already used twice in the previous verse, but it still seems easier
to accept the first reading as original.
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Both N and ABS follow the first reading.
Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. VSS rell.
19 : 29 ~xa~ov~a7chaa~ova
noMaxhm~ovaBL 1010 Syh CopBa Aeth (cod) Diat
Or Cyr
The first reading could be a harmonization to Mk ro : 30
while the second could be a harmonization to Lk 18 : 30.
The former possibility is more likely since a few manuscripts
have harmonized Lk to Mk.
N agrees with NEB while ABS follows the first reading.
20 : 8

Uncs. rell. Minusc. Omn.
omitted NCLZ 085 Ge0l.B Or
orurots

VSS rell.

The first reading seems very much like a stylistic addition
following a verb which was used absolutely. There would be no
reason to omit if originally present.
N agrees with NEB while ABS follows the first readmg.
20

: 17

paeq~asBCW fam 13.118 209 pm Byz b f ff1g2 h 1q
Vg Syh Copsa
omitted NDLO fam I, 13. 892* d SyC.8 Copbo Arm

Geol Or Hi1
The second reading can be explained as an attempt to
harmonize with Mk 10 : 32 and Lk 18 : 31. The tendency to
omit is also strengthened by the fact that 606cxa is never used
with paOr).rac in the rest of the Gospels, though in M t
it is used two other times with pa0rj.ca~where no variant is
present. From this standpoint it is easier to account for its
omission. I t must have been originally present.
N follows NEB while m S places pa0q.raq in the text with
brackets.
2 1 : 12

~ o u0cou Uncs. rell. Minusc.
Syc.~.
(~ler.)h
GeoA Aug

pler. it (pler.) Vg

omitted HBLOfam 13.33 700 892 1009 1010 b Syh
Cop*a.bo Aeth Axm Geo1.B Diat Orpt Meth Chry
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Was the first reading omitted to harmonize with Mk 11 : 15
or was it added to heighten "the horror of the abuses practiced
there"? l5 The words rou fkou are never found with LEPOV in
Mt or in the other Gospels. The words probably were not
in the original.
N and ABS omit them.
21

: 23 ~ L B ~ Q X O Vrell.
TL

omitted 7 a b c e ffl g2 h 1 rla2 SyC.8
Apparently the NEB translators felt that 6~6aoxovrcwas
added t o harmonize with Lk 20 : I. But its omission can be
accounted for as a desire to remove the awkwardness of having
two participles, &MOVTO~
and 8 ~ 8 a a x o v z ~referring
,
to the same
person, and also to remove any doubts that the question which
follows refers to the cleansing of the temple rather than to his
teaching. The textual evidence bears this out since the versions would tend to remove this kind of awkwardness.
Both N and ABS take the first reading in their text.
21

: 28

Uncs. rell. Minusc. omn. it. Vg Syp+hArm Geo
omitted after 6uo N*LZ e Syc-8Aeth Or

XaL

The NEB translators decided on the second reading probably because they felt it was the harder reading. The tendency at this place would be to add and its omission is
difficult to explain if it were originally present.
N follows NEB but ABS takes the first reading.
21 : 29-31 ou &ha,
XUPLE, XQL

~(KEPOV pt~aptlqfltta
~ q h 0 c v et syo
oux U X @ ~ E V et o z p w r o ~N * C * K W X A ~

Minusc. pler. c f q Vg
Eus Hi1 Cyr
t y o xupct, XaL

OW

Sp.p.h

Cops&m88 Ir Or

o(x~)?&v et ou BEAU, uortpov

p ~ ~ a p c A ~ @a
c<
q h e ~ vet o u o ~ c p oB(O
~

fam 13)
al. Syh Copaa(pler-)bo Aeth ( z cdd) Arm Geo
These three units of variants are directly related to one
l6

McNeile, @. cit., p. 298.
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another, as is evident from the pattern of the manuscript
evidence. The change from one set of variants to the other
apparently has to do with the application of the parable in
verses 31 and 32. John the Baptist came to the high priests
and elders but they did not believe nor did they repent later,
but the publicans and harlots believed. The high priests and
the elders, then, are like the son who did not repent later.
Therefore, if the first set of readings of these three units with
the repentant son first is accepted as original, the tendency
would be to change to the other since the order would then be
that of the application-first, chief priests and elders and
second, publicans and harlots. But if the second set is accepted as original, this reason for change would no longer be
present. l6
N follows the reading of NEB but ABS takes the first
reading and gives it a C rating.
22

: 23

WKLAOI12 0197 700 Byz it (pler.) Vg Syh-Pal
Copbo Arm Hi1
omitted K*BDWTZ* 047 farn I. 28 33 d (ffl)
(Syc-B-p)Or Meth (Ephr)
OL

The NEB translators probably felt that the article was
added to harmonize with Mk 12 : 18 and Lk 20 : 27. I t is
difficult to account for its omission if it were original.
N and ABS agree with NEB.
"22

: 35 v o p x o q KBDKLWAOII fam 13. 28 33 565 700

Byz it (pler.) Vg Syc-p-h-palCopsa-boAeth
omitted fam I. 1582 e S p Arm Orlat
The second reading has hardly any Greek manuscript supl6 W. C. Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
According to St. Matthew ("International Critical Commentary";
Edinburgh, 1912),p. 229, thinks that the transposition of order in B
and others was caused by a text in which "the last" (the rea.ding of
D latt) had already been adopted. The reading "the last" was due to
antipharisaic motives but these were not understood by the scribes
who, therefore, corrected the order to make the Pharisees return the
obvious answer.
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port but the editors felt that it was added later to harmonize
with Lk 10 : 25. I t would be difficult to see why anyone would
omit the word if it were originally present. Allen indicates
that the word, though used seven times by Lk, is never found
in Mk or elsewhere in Mt. 17
N follows the first reading while ABS places the word in
brackets in the text.
23 : 4

B(D*)DCKWAOII fam 13. 28 33
565 Byz aur c d f f f l g1 1 q Vg Syh-pal
omitted (K)Lfam I. 892 a b e ff2 h Syc-s-pCopbo
Irlat Orl&t
xaL Guapamaxzcc

Apparently the first reading was considered as a harmonization with Lk I I : 46. This is confinned by the fact that
a few manuscripts read 8uopamama in the place of pccpou,
The latter could hardly have arisen from the former since it is
in perfect agreement with Lk's rpopna Guapao~axm,nor also
from the first reading above since a scribe would tend to drop
@ccpeurather than 8uopaomxm, as is witnessed to by the few
manuscripts noted above.
N and ABS agree with NEB.
23 : 26

nccpo$doS NBCKLWAII fam 13. 33 565
Byz aur c f ffl g h 1 Vg Syp-(h)-palCopsa-bo Arm
Clem
omitted DO fam I. 700 a e f f 2 r1 Sys

XCCGT ~ ) G

The first reading looks very much like a harmonization with
verse 25. There would be no reason for its omission.
Both N and ABS agree with NEB, though ABS gives it a
D rating.

*23 : 38 ~ p - q p oUncs.
~
reU. Minusc. omn.vid it (pler.) Vg
Syp-h-palAeth Arm Geo Clem Eus Or aliq. Cyp
omitted BL ff2 Sy8 Copsa.bo mBs Or aliq. Cyr
The first reading was rejected by the NEB translators because they felt that it was a later insertion made to har17

Ibid., p. 242.
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monize more closely with Jer 22 : 5, The same thing has
happened at Lk 13 : 35. Here again it is difficult to account
for the omission.
N agrees with NEB but ABS follows the first reading.
24 : 48

Uncs. pler. Minusc. pler. it Vg Syp.h.pa1
Copbo Aeth Geo
omitted N*@56 58 S p Cops8 Arm Ir Hip Aug

EXELVO~

The NEB translators probably decided that the first reading
was a harmonization with Lk 12 : 45. But the omission can be
accounted for because the presence of K a l c o Z with the E K E C V O ~
confused the relationship between this evil servant and the
good servant mentioned in verse 46. The form with EXGWOC, is
definitely the harder reading and it seems less likely that
harmonization would take place in this kind of situation.
Both N and ABS disagree with the NEB reading.
26 : 25

Uncs. pler. Minusc. pler. d ffl g1 1 aur Vg
Sp.h.pa1 Copsa-boAeth A.rm Geol
o Tqoouc, P4% 13 440 a b c f ff2 h q r1 Syp Geo2 Or

aww

+

I t is difficult to see why the NEB translators have chosen
the second reading. I t is a very frequent type of interpolation
and there would be no reason to omit it if it were originally
present.
Both N and ABS disagree with NEB.

26 : 33

awro a d f ffl gi h 1 q aur Vg Sypnh Copsa-boAeth
Arm Geo*
omitted Ps7 700 1675 b c ff2 S p Geol.3

Here again i s a frequent type of interpolation. Besides, the
first reading also is harmonized with Mk 14 : zg and Lk 22 : 33.
There is every reason to consider the first reading as secondary.
N and ABS disagree with NEB.
27 : 16

fam. 13.33 565 Byz latt
Copsa-bo Goth Aeth Geol Orlat

Bapappav NABDKLWAII

SyP.h.pa1
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Iqaouv BapaPPav

O fam I. 700" Sys.P&l

151
Arm

Geo2 Or

17 BagaPPav xA(B)DKLWAn fam 13. 565 700CByz
latt Syp-h Copsa.bo Goth Aeth Geol Or
I q m v 2 0 v BocgaPPav (0)
fam I. 700" Sys.pa' Arm
Geo2 Orlat
The NEB translators have chosen the interesting variant
Iqaouv for the following reasons: "(a) it has the serious attestation of @ fam. I, Syr. sin. and pal., the Georgian version,
and Origen; (b) it adds considerable point to the passage;
(c) Iqaouv may well have been omitted from reverential
motives." l8 There is no doubt that they have selected the
harder reading. It is difficult to see why anyone would add
Iqaouv at this place. I t could have arisen through apocryphal
fancy and imagination, but no such evidence is seen in the
apocryphal gospels.
The analysis of the differences above show that twenty-six
out of thirty-nine times the NEB translators seem to have
chosen correctly in this section. The quality of the NEB text
shows forth clearly in this important section but it could be
more consistent. The translators did not allow the external
evidence to determine the readings but looked for internal
factors to help them decide. They seem, therefore, to be more
in line with the methods of textual criticism today than were
the translators of the RSV.
Another comparison which brought out interesting elements
had to do with readings where KJV, W, and NEB agree
against the RSV. There were three such readings, in all of
which the RSV followed the text of Westcott and Hort. The
first reading represents the text of KJV, RV, and NEB,
I

Is

: 10

A p v KLWI12 fam 13. 28 565 (700) Byz (aur) a
(f) Vg Syc-*.p.h*palGeo
Avos NBCAOII*fam I. 33 157 c ffl gl k q Copsa-bo
Aeth Arm Epiph

Tasker, 09. cit., p. 413.
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8~

aou E

~ W
E ~ X Q O L< ~VT O U Y ~ E Ccot
J

TLS ~ U T W

%ou q p y q p ~ O xat
U

OL a8cAcpot

halqaa~K~CDKWX

A@II farn I, 13. Byz lat Sypah Copb* Arm Aeth
Geo Diat Orlat Chry
omitted x*BL 1009 ffl k Syc.8 Cops8
upwv ND~KLWXAKI
fam I. 28 565vid Byz it (pler.)
Vg Syc.p.hmpAug
pou BO 078 fam 13.33 700 892 SyS-h Cop8aJ~oAeth
Arm Geo Or

Unfortunately, these verses are not discussed in the NEB
"Notes on Variant ReadingsJ' so that we cannot know the
reasons that guided the translators in their selection here. As
we have mentioned above, the RSV follows the text of Westcott and Hort in these three passages. The external evidence
in I : 10 strongly favors the reading of RSV but NEB ignores
this in its reading and falls on the side of KJV and RV. The
NEB reading can be explained as a later correction to the
LXX form of the name. The omission of 12 : 47 can be explained as an attempt to remove the awkward connection of
this verse with the verse which follows, in which the answer of
Jesus is directed not to the one in verse 47 who announces the
presence of the family of Jesus outside but to the one who
asks who his mother and his brothers are. In both Mk and
Lk, Jesus' answer is directed to those who announced the
presence of his family. This is more likely what has happened
rather than the possibility that a scribe has interpolated this
verse by assimilating Mk and Lk.IB The textual support
for the RSV reading in 18 : 14 is strong, but apparently here
the NEB translators selected the harder reading, since 18 : 10
has XGCTPOS pou.
N and ABS agree with RSV a t I : 10 and this one reading
is considered by the ABS editors as a B class decision, i.e., as
having only some degree of doubt. In 18 : 14,however, N and
ABS agree with NEB but the ABS considers it a C class de19

Allen,

w. cit., p. 142.
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cision, while 12 : 47 is placed in square brackets in N and ABS.
Here again the independent nature of the NEB manifests
itself, although its quality is not consistent.
In five passages NEB agrees with KJV and in one instance
(xo : 3) it takes a reading unsupported by the other three
versions. The first reading is the KJV, NEB reading except in
10 : 3, where the NEB reading is placed second.
Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. VSS pler.
omitted KBCfam I, 13. 33 892 Syh Geo2
A c p p a c o ~o slctxIqO~t< O a 8 8 u t o ~Uncs. reU. fam I.
28 33 157 700 al. pler. f Syp-h Aeth Arm Geo
A ~ P p a t o qD k Or18t
O a S 8 a ~ oKB
~ I24 174 788 892 c ffl g2 1 aur Vg
COp8&.bo

qpaq

av~pov ~ q u g o v

Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. latt

Syomn Aeth Arm Geo
avzpov

NB 073 33 Cop8a.bo

au.cou 3 q v p 7 . r ~a w~o~u Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler.
lat SyB-p.h Copbo Aeth Arm Geo2
UUTOU NBD a d e S F Cops&Geol
xpoayovTE5 NWXAOII Minusc. pler. it (rell.) Vg
Arm Geo
+ a u m v KBCDL I 1582 69 33 157 892 1010 d ffl
S p m n Copss-bo Aeth
qpcpatq Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. a e f f l gl.2 q rlCVg
Exewats BD 472 1295 1515 b c d f ffa h 1 m rl*
aur Syh-palArm Geo

+

In 8 : 25 q m g is clearly a stylistic interpolation. I t would be
difficult to see how anyone would wish to omit it if originally
present. The predominant support for its inclusion from the
versions is expected. Both N and ABS oppose NEB.
The textual support for the NEB reading in 14 : 30 is good,
being early and from a wide geographical area, while the RSV
reading is supported only by Alexandrian witnesses which have
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a tendency to abbreviate. The omission of taxupov may be
accounted for by its similar ending with avcpov. The scribe may
have accidentally omitted it, thinking that he had already
written it. On the other hand, it is easy to see why an interpolation of this sort would take place. It was obviously added
to give due cause for Peter's fear. It is hard to understand the
choice of the NEB here on the basis of the principles used by
its translators. Both N and ABS oppose NEB here.
The NEB reading in 15 : 6 is also difficult to account for.
The weightier manuscripts support the other reading. But
more important, it is easier to account for the inclusion than
the omission since the previous verse has ~w na.rpL q q ~ ~ T Q
The omission can be accounted for by homoeoteleuton but the
various combinations of the variant readings can be explained
better on the assumption that, independently, these additions
were made to harmonize this verse with the previous verse.
Everything opposes the NEB reading. N agrees with NEB but
ABS opposes it.
The late manuscript support for the omission of a w o v in
21 : g seems to indicate that this was done to harmonize with
Mk 11 : g. Ordinarily one would suspect a stylistic addition
here. N and ABS oppose NEB.
In 24 :38, it is easier to explain the omission than the addition of exswat<. I t could have been dropped because of the
similar endings of q p ~ p c r ~and
g Talc,, but also in order to remove
the redundancy of a c t v a t < created by the explanatory words
"which were before the flood.'' ABS agrees with NEB and
N has &xztval< in the text within brackets.
in 10 : 3 is weak, although
The textual support for AZPPULO~
when the two conflated readings, which presuppose this
reading AcpPato< a ~ r r t x h q e ~Oya 8 8 a ~ o qand Oa88acos o ~ n t x A q OELS AcPflatoc, are taken into consideration, it is somewhat
strengthened. The justification of the translators of the NEB
for its reading is that " O a 8 8 a t o ~may have been an assimilation
to Mk. 3.18.~' 20 The name A c ~ ~ a t oisq the more difficult
20

Tasker, op. cit., p. 412.
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reading and its presence is harder to explain than OaGSa~or;.
N and ABS support the latter reading.
These point up again the nature of the text of the NEB. The
translators were not afraid to select Koine readings if they
could justify them even in the face of very strong textual
evidence against them. However, as we have seen in the foregoing discussion, their selections here must be evaluated as
poor. And this says something concerning the quality of the
text of NEB; it is erratic. In many cases its translators have
brilliantly justified a reading previously considered secondary,
but in other cases they seem to have failed badly to discern
on the basis of their own principles what appear to be clearly
secondary readings.
Another interesting set of variants includes readings in
which the NEB in agreement with KJV and RSV opposes the
reading of RV. The first reading represents the RV.
11 : 23

x a ~ a p q qBDW 372 579
xa~aptpaaOyqUncs. rell.

Minusc. pler.
The first reading can be understood as a substitution of a
common word for a less common word. This could be done
because they are similar in meaning and the context allowed
this change. On the other hand, the second reading being
passive could be an assimilation with u+oOyq or a scribe may
have been influenced by Eze 31 : 10-18.~~
I t seems, however,
that if a scribe was influenced by Eze 31 and Is 14 : 15, he
would have been influenced more toward x a t a p q q rather than
x a r a f h f i a d y q since, though both words are used, the former
is more prominent. Therefore, the second variant is the harder
reading and probably original.
N and ABS support the first reading.

19 : 3

eE,eaz~vH*BL28 125' 301 475 517
-j- avOponw Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler. VSS omn Or Hi1

The second reading appears very much like a harmonization
with Mk 10 : 2. However, there the word is avGpt. If harmoni21

McNeile, op. cit., p.

161.
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zation took place it was not identical. I t seems it was less a case
of harmonization than a necessary correction independent of
Mk. The omission would be difficult to explain.
N follows the first reading but ABS agrees with NEB on the
second reading.
23

: 5 x p a m 6 a nBDO fam

+~

ff2

I. 22 a d
o vt p a n o v cru~wv Uncs.

e ffl g1 1 m r2 aur Vg
rell. Minusc. pler. f

h q Syomn Copbo Arm Geo

The second reading seems like an explanatory gloss. It
would be difficult to see why anyone would have omitted it
if it were original.
N and ABS disagree with NEB here.

The various combinations in which NEB agrees or disagrees
with the previous translations tell us something concerning
the nature of its text; it is highly eclectic. The translators
apparently did not feel bound by the external evidence no
matter how overwhelming it might be. If some reason or
reasons of an internal nature could be found to support a
poorly supported reading, this was more important than all the
external evidence. What Tasker lays out as the aim of the
translators is borne out by our investigation :
The present translators regarded it, therefore as their
duty, in the search for 'the best ascertainable text,' not
only to consider the antiquity and the geographical nature
of the manuscript evidence (Greek, Latin, Coptic, and
Syriac), but also to bring into play in the discussion of
various readings of individual passages all the exegetical
and philological scholarship of which they were capable. ...
The questions that were constantly being asked were
'Which reading best accounts for the rise of the variants?
Which is most likely to have suffered change at the hands
of early copyists? And which seems most in keeping with
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the author's style and thought, and makes the best sense
in the context ?'
Based on the standards of textual criticisnr as it is practiced
today with emphasis upon internal evidence and the acceptance of the principle that the best text is that which has been
determined on the basis of the best indhidual readings rather
than the best group of manuscripts, we would expect the text
of the NEB, therefore, to be of excellent quality. And in most
cases its text has stood the test of close scrutiny. However,
on its own standards it is very difficult to account for some
of its readings. The quality of the text is not consistent so
that our judgment of it must be somewhat qualified.
22

Tasker, op. ciL, p. viii.

